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MINUTES - FACULTY SENATE MEETING OF NOVEMBER 3, 1982 
The meeting was called to order at 3:05 p.m. by Chairman Robert B. Patterson. 
I. Correction of Minutes. 
The Minutes of the October 6, 1982 Faculty Senate meeting were corrected as 
follows: page M-5, line 33 "exorcised" should read "exercised"; line 63 "emminently" 
should read "eminently"; on page M-12, Record of Attendance, the name of Senator Perry 
Ashley, College of Journalism should be entered as having attended the October 6th Senate 
meeting; on page M-13 under the heading of "Journal ism", the names of Senators Russell 
and Price should not have been indicated as having not attended. All three Journalism 
Senators were in attendance at the October 6th Faculty Senate meeting. 
PROFESSOR RAY MOORE, GOVERNMENT AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, suggested "the Secretary 
less fastidious about the verbatim accuracy of some of the remarks that have been 
." and explained that he had had some difficulty in making "sense of what I said 
time". SENATOR MOORE encouraged the Secretary to "do a small amount of editing" to 
might be 
made 
last 
make 
like 
such remarks more readable. The CHAIRMAN interpreted this to mean that "you would 
the Secretary to save us from ourselves". 
It was also noted that at this time on page A-4 of the agenda for the November 3 
Senate section VI, that the spelling of the proposed experimental course titled BIOL 639X 
was incorrect. The word in question should be spelled icthyology. 
The Minutes were approved as corrected. 
II. Reports of University Officers. 
The PRESIDENT distributed several documents, one of which was a resolution 
adopted on November 3rd by the Budget and Control Board which the President commented on 
as follows: 
You will see that among the formula funded institutions only 
the University of South Carolina was taking a negative recommend-
ation for 83-84 largely because of three recommendations: l) the 
enrollment cutback for which we are being penalized although we 
have at the insistence of the Commission and other state officers 
begun to regulate the enrollment on this campus; 2) the charge 
that we do away with the two-year programs in Applied Professional 
Sciences in which they reduced our budget by $700,000 next fall 
to accomplish this and 3) the reduction in the Medical School, 
down $677,530. Today because of, I think, a strong feeling among 
members of the Budget and Control Board that perhaps this was not 
a way that a method for budgetary rea 11 oca ti ans and reducti ans 
should be adopted in concrete, they adopted a resolution, which you 
should have in your hands and which looks like this, the fourth 
paragraph that begins "Therefore be it resolved .... ",let me 
read to you the key words which begin in the last full sentence: 
"Provided however that it is the intent of the Budget and Control 
Board through this resolution that the Commission on Higher Education 
should have the flexibility to adjust its initial budget recommend-
ations on targeted reductions in the amount of 3.5 million and 
increases in the amount of 3.2 million, including changes in allo-
cations to individual colleges and universities." ~Je are to submit 
to the Commission on Higher Education by January 15th how we as an 
institution plan to reallocate resources to meet the high technology 
needs of South Carolina by reordering internal priorities within 
existing budgets. In essence what took place today was buying more 
time by not locking us into the allocation already adopted and 
allowing us to submit plans, which we will have no difficulty doing, 
putting the high technology (broadly defined as science, computers, 
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engineering, business) with a broad base support in the liberal 
arts, into effect with budgetary reallocation. I think we will 
be in much better shape with this new thrust of the Budget and 
Control Board than we were yesterday before this was adopted. 
So we are optimistic and anxious to cooperate with the state. 
Needless to say, the University of South Carolina is in the best 
position of any university in the state bar none to present a 
case for high technology programmatic development and we shall 
do so. Our plans in engineering alone would bring the attention 
of all concerned to our side. While I am presenting the long 
document, it is the way things have stood up until today when the 
shorter document was adopted. We still have to face the 3.5 but 
they are specifically charged with reexamining the allocations 
as they are made in the longer document. 
I think we have a new fonnat from which to proceed that 
does not however deter us from our commitment to examine 
programmatically and administratively the activities of the 
University on all campuses so that we can be better prepared 
to meet what is shown on schedule 7, the last page, a $13 million 
minimum needs analysis, minimum needs for 1983-84. I can say 
that I am very, very pleased with the cooperation we have received 
from the faculty, the chainnen of the committees of the Senate, in 
working with the Provost. We plan to present to the Board of 
Trustees at their December meeting a comprehensive examination of 
programmatic review and phase out and administrative review and 
phase out. I am sure all of the major administrators can tell 
you if you ask them what I told them about examining priorities. 
I indicated to all of them they should first of all examine the 
necessity of their own jobs. Some of them took me seriously, 
others I think, hopefully, did not. But we are examining all 
the administrative arrangements at the moment and we will make 
some recommendations on that in December as well as making 
programmatic recommendations to academic programs and, of course, 
the administrative end of the University is cutting itself back 
too. It is a University-wide endeavor to put ourselves in the 
best shape possible to approach the Legislature with a very 
telling and I think convincing story about our needs and the 
impact of this University on the state's economy and its future. 
Are there any particular questions that anybody would like me 
to address myself to with respect to the budget? 
PROFESSOR DOUG DARRAN, USC-SUMTER, sought a clarification as to what the Budget 
and Control Board means by "high technology". 
The PRESIDENT responded by defining high technology as "those components -
science, engineering, computer areas, and business, broadly defined, which will contribute 
to the state's capacity to attract new economic development". He elaborated on this basic 
definition as follows: 
Programmatically what we will mean is all of those particular 
disciplines plus the support mechanisms which go into the develop-
ment of a program which is comprehensive in high technology. Let 
me give you an example. We have a first class program in inter-
national business. It was instrumental in the detennination by 
Sony to locate a new $20 million facility in Columbia and acquire 
enough land to build a facility which eventually will have 2 million 
square feet of covered space. Integral to that detennination by 
Sony was the capacity of our foreign language program to offer a 
Japanese track. We think we can make and will make a very strong 
argument that high technology by itself outside the mechanism of a 
comprehensive liberal arts university is not anything but vocational 
education and it needs to be offered in the context of the liberal 
arts and sciences together as a partner. Now I have given you two 
interpretations: the Budget and Control Board's shorter one and 
ours, which fits the needs, that we will present to them by January 15th. 
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PROFESSOR RAY MOORE, GOVERNMENT AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, inquired "has any 
thought been given by the administration on the holding up of arrangements between the 
Chemistry Department and the Biology Department on teaching basic courses with the 
Medical School?" PROFESSOR MOORE added that it was his understanding that some arrange-
ments had been negotiated several years ago and had been only partially implemented. He 
shared his understanding that there could be some possible savings in this regard. The 
PRESIDENT responded as follows: 
I think it is safe to say, and I think Professor Patterson 
and Provost Borkowski and others on the Steering Committee can 
attest, that virtually nothing has escaped examination of that 
committee including the item to which you make reference. I 
purposely have stayed out of deliberations until the committee 
and the Provost have finalized their discussion and then they 
will be presented to me . Ultimately in this case, and I wish 
it were the case of the buck stopping here but there are no 
bucks in sight, it is the lack of the buck that stops here in 
this instance . 
III. Reports of Committees. 
A. Steering Committee. 
No report. 
B. Grade Change Committee, Professor Patricia Mason, Chair: 
PROFESSOR DAVID LAWRENCE, DEPARTMENT OF GEOLOGY, raised a question about the 
recommended grade change on page A-1 for a student Suzi B. Collins, recommended for a 
grade change for Psychology 101 in the fall semester 1982. PROFESSOR MASON responded that 
this was incorrect and this one proposed grade change was withdrawn. The rest of the report 
was approved as submitted. 
C. Curricula and Courses Committee, Professor Peter Sederberg, Chair: 
The entire report was approved as submitted with one editorial change noted 
previously. 
D. Student Affairs Committee, Professor Kevin Lewis, Chair: 
PROFESSOR LEWIS informed the Senate that it was necessary to withdraw from 
consideration at this meeting the item of business attached to the agenda, namely a 
proposal of a new Student Social Discipline System . He elaborated as follows: 
The Dean of Student Affairs, Marsha Duncan, and I have 
tried to prompt the Student Judiciary Committee of Student 
Government to make some report this fall on their understanding 
of how this system will serve their needs. We have been very 
hard pressed to get any action out of them. I hope that at 
the December meeting we will have that report. There is a 
rumor that a zealous young man at the head of that Student 
Judiciary Committee will want various changes and revisions 
so you may expect this if he gets it to us on time for the 
printing date for the Minutes. I was also apprised before 
this meeting began that my colleagues in the Law Faculty 
again have some reservations about it. This document has a 
long hi s tory. This committee has continued to review the 
positions and the suggestions that keep coming to us again 
and again. So please, I suggest, that we not allow the Senate 
to be held hostage to any one or two people who will inevit-
ably come back with more and more suggestions. If you have 
any questions I would be glad to answer them. 
There was no furth er discussion on this matter. The CHAIR requested the Senators retain 
their copies of the draft document attached to the November Senate agenda to save costs in 
reprinting for future consideration. 
IV. Report of Secretary. 
No report. 
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V. Unfinished Business. 
There was no unfinished business. 
VI. New Business. 
There was no new business. 
VII. Good of the Order. 
PROFESSOR PERRY ASHLEY, COLLEGE OF JOURNALISM, reminded the Senate of its action 
at the October meeting pennitting an expanded Steering Committee comprised of past chair-
men of several committees who would serve in an advisory capacity only and who would not 
"effect policies and other things related to the Senate". PROFESSOR ASHLEY inquired of 
the Chainnan as to whether or not this newly constituted Steering Committee would also 
function in that committee's traditional role of serving as the Senate's nominating 
committee? 
CHAIRMAN PATTERSON responded in the negative and stated that "the mandate or the 
pennission of the Senate only extended to this advisory capacity and it operates in no 
other capacity than that". The CHAIR referred Senator Ashley to the Minutes and indicated 
that this expanded membership of the Steering Committee "would operate only in this limited 
capacity and will cease functioning for your infonnation by mid- or late November". The 
SECRETARY added for purposes of clarification to Senator Ashley's concern that the record 
of the Senate reflects in the Minutes of October 6 that the rationale for the expanded 
Steering Committee was to "provide experience and continuity in this process and that 
the sole function of this enlarged Steering Committee would be to evaluate current fiscal 
issues confronting the University" . 
VIII. Announcements . 
There were no announcements. 
The Senate was adjourned at 3:35 p.m. 
M-4 
